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Conclusions

Background Study Location & Future U.S. Populations

Long-term land-use and land cover change and their associated impacts pose critical
challenges to sustaining vital hydrological ecosystem services for future generations.
Scenario analysis is an important tool to help understand and predict potential
Impacts caused by decisions regarding conservation and development. In this study,
a methodology was developed to characterize the hydrologic impacts of future urban
growth through time. This project 1) describes a methodology for adapting the

The results emphasize the importance of including scrutiny of individual subwatersheds and the explicit areas that change
In a basin-scale assessment as the impacts at the subwatershed scale and below can be much greater than at the basin scale
(Figure 4). Because the San Pedro Watershed encompasses so much area, and a significant portion is undevelopable, the
changes that are occurring in developable subwatersheds may need to be examined at a larger scale to determine if
hydrologic impacts would be unacceptable that might otherwise be captured if the impacts were occurring basin-wide and
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Figure 1. The study
area contains the entire
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Tool (AGWA; Miller et al. 2007) as an approach to evaluate basin-wide impacts of
development on water-quantity and -quality, 2) presents initial results from the
application of the methodology to evaluate water scenario analyses related to
baseline condition and forecasted changes, and 3) discusses implications of the
analysis for the San Pedro River, an arid international watershed on the U.S./Mexico

gage #09473500 in Winkelman, AZ.
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